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April 1983

Mr Brent Bradford
Executive Secretary
Utah Air Conservation Committee
State of Utah
P.O Box 250
Salt Lake City Utah Rt10fl

Dear Mr Bradford

Intermouritajn Power Project IPP Plan Review
eci-uest for More Information

This is in response to your September 1982 letter requestinginformation Concerning the IPP plant design and operatingprocedures Enclosure of this letter consists of responses toyour concerns and to guestjons raised by member of your staffin follop telephone conversation

On December 1980 the State of Utah Department of HealthDOh issued an air ciuality approval order to the IPP for theconstruction and operation of power plant at the Lynndyl SiteThat order Contains certain provisions and conditions that mustbe met in the operation of the IPP It also calls for the IPPto file with the DOH copies of materials filed with the UnitedStates Environmental Protection Agency EPA
The IPP has filed with EPA and the DOH unsigned conies ofcontract agreements relevant to the construction of the nissjoflcontrol ecluipment for IPP Sicned copies of these contracts arenow available and are enclosed for your records Please notethat these contracts contain no chances of significan to thecontrol eguiment design or performance Enclosure of thisletter is Contract No 2010N Bofler Units NOx control sstemEnclosure is Contract No 62.0203 Fabric Filters particulatematter control svstepi and Enclosure is Contract No 62.0202Flue Cas Wet Scrubber control system Enclosure isChange Order No 003 to Contract No 62.0202 which is the onlyChange Order to date that provides for sicnificant change ofcontrol ecruiprnent design or performance
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Based on information in the previously submitted unsjqnecontracts the DOH in the September 1982 letter auestjonpdwhether total emissions at the IPP Lynndvl site would he morethan those on which the 1980 DOH approval order was based andsuggested that State proceedings to modify the terms andConditions of the 1980 order might he required 7s discussedbelow total emissions from the project will he substantiallyless than those authorized in 1q80 because on March 31 1R3 thesize of the project was officja11 reduced from four to twogenerating units As to the remaining two generating unitsrefinements have been made in their design 1-ut ricne of theserefinements will affect the IPPs ability to comnlv with theterms and conditions of the 1980 approval order In sum thecurrent design of the project will result in substantially lessemissions and air cTuality impacts than those evaluated when thisproject was granted an approval order to construct and operatein 1980 IPP is thus not making any changes which willincrease the amount or change the effect of or the characterof air contaminants discharged Utah Air ConservationPegulation UCR Section 3.1.1 so as to create airpollution i.e conditions injurjous to human health orwelfare animal or plant life or property UACfl Section1.1.10 The referenced changes do not Constitute majormodifications of the source and therefore do not triggeradditional Prevention of Signifjca Deterioration review underUACP Section 3.E

The Cramer Company Inc has recently completedcomputer modeling analysis for both stack and fugitive emissionimpacts for the current twogenerating unit design Theirreport containing the method of analysis and the emission impactresults will he Submitted to iou when it is finalized Pesultsof this analysis are summarized in Enclosure

The information in this letter and its enclosures demonstratesthat the refinements in IPP design which include reduction inthe number of generating units will not result in any increasesin the amounts or effects of air contaminants from the IPP sitete assume that the time Periods set forth in tThCP Section3.1.2 will begin on the date of receipt of this transmittalinsofar as it comletes the information recuired for anproval ofan Amended Notice of Intent covering the chanqe in the emissioncontrol eqipmen and the downsizing of the project
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If you or your staff reauire any additional information pleasecontact me or Mr Roger Pelote at 213 L81_3412

Sincerely

JNTS ANTHONY
Project Director
Iritermountain Power Project

Enclosures

cc Mr Kircher w/Fnclosures
EPA Region VIII
1860 Lincoln Street
Denver Colorado 80295

Mr Roger Pelote

hcc W/Enclosure
Hunton Williams
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W
Washington D.C 20036
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Enclosure

flesponse to the Items Listed in the DOflsSeptember 1982 Letter and Followup Telephone Conversation

Your letter raised eight issues about the constructionand operation of the IPP The following paragraphs respond toeach of those issues and to additional ciuestjons raised bymember of your staff in subsequent telephone conversation

Size of Units at the Lnndr1 Site

Item of your letter suggests that the proposed boilersize at the Lynndv site will result in emission increases thatwill necessitate not only additional air oualitv rrodeling hutalso the issuance of modified permit following all theprocedural steps that issuing new permit entails For thereasons discussed below the IPP is not making any chanae thatincreases emissions above those authorized by the project airquality approval order

The IPP was recently decreased in size from four to twogenerating units Previous air quality impact studies werebased on fourunit project with each unit having nominalrating of 750 megawatts net which corresponds to boiler heatinput of 7.493 i9 BTtT/hour Although neither the i-oilerdesign nor the estimated nominal rating of the units has changedsignificantly the standard Utility practice of designing themajor power plant components with conservative margin ofsafety and providing steam for auxiliary uses has resulted inunits that will have boiler heat input as high as 8.352BTU/hour These units will comply with all Conditions of theair auality approval order

The Cramer Company Inc has recently completednew air cuality impact studt using the boiler heat input valueof 8.352 10 BTtJ/hour for the twounit Project The resultsof this study show that emissions and air cualitv impacts willbe substantially reduced from those previously projected for thefourunit Project therefore we believe that formalmodification of the air cualjtv approval order is inappropriate
The ollutart emissions from the twounIt using theboiler heat input value of 8.352 i9 TTT/bour are compared tothe previous fourunit ip emissje USjncr the boiler heat jnnutof 7.L3 19 r3TU/hour in the table helw The emissions forparticulate matter are stack emissions only mhcse valueswere used in the air cuality impact study
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Total Emission Pate in crarns/5ec

April 1983 June 1981
Two Units Four Units

24Hour Annual 24Hour Annual
Pollutant Period AveracTe Period Average

502 316.0 268.0 584.0 497.0

PM stack 42.2 35.8 7t1.8 63.6

NOx Not 1157.6 Not 2247.4
Applicable Applicable

The projected pollutant impacts from the twounit IPP
and comparison to the previous fourunit IPP the applicablePrevention of Significant Deterioration PSD increments andNational Ambient Air Quality Standards NAQS are given belowThe impacts for PM include impacts for both stack and fuciitive
emissions

Allowable NAQS ug/m3 IPP Impacts u/m3Class IT

Apnlicable PSD

Averaging Increment April 1983 June 1981Pollutant Time uq/m3 Primary Secondary Two Units Four Units

So2 hours 512 None 1300 70 1t13

24 Hours 91 365 None 27 61

Annual 20 00 None 0.88 2.12

Annual 19 75 60 18.6

NOx Annual None 100 100 3.80 9.50

Operation Curtailrent During Breakdown/
Malfunction of Pollution Control Ecruinment

Section 4.7 of the Utah Air Conservation Pegulatjo
tTACP provides that excessive emissions resultirie from theunavoidable breakdown of eauinment or procedural errors will nothe deemed violation of DOH recTulatjons However vio1atjorcaused entirely or in part by preventable upset ccndjtjcn5 of

preventable eTuioment breakdown are not to he considered
unavoidable breakdowns 3s noted in Item of your lettersection 4.7 also recuires operation curtailment durina
breakdown/malfunction of pollution control ecruiprnent to levelcommensurate with air control caPacity
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Your letter refers to the IPP contract term that calls
for bypassing the baghouse and SO2 scrubber in the event of
excess temperature at the baghouse inlet excessive rressure
drop in the haghouse excessive pressure at the inlet to the
-aghouse and electrical sYstem failure The letter then
requests that IPP submit details of its breakown/malfunction
operatjnq procedures to allow the DOH to determine if those
procedures will ensure cornnliance with UCR Section 4.7

The IPP is being planned for full compliance with U7CPSection 147 during operation of the plant and will have
operating procedures that will ensure compliance with Section
4.7 during the breakdown/malfunction events that iou cited in
your letter Summarized below is what the IPP intends to do tomeet the requirements of Section 4.7 during the
breakdown/malfunction events you cite

Your letter suggests that the breakdown/malfunction
events about which you are concerned will lead to bypassing both
the SO2 scrubhers and the haghouse ctually the events citedin your letter will not result in bypassing the SO2 scrubbers
The flue gas wet scrub-ers contract now provides only for
bypass of up to 25 percent of the flue gas for Unit and no
bypass of the flue gas scrubbers for Unit as shown in
Fnclosure

The 25 percent bypass is being installed around theUnit flue gas wet scrubber because of construction schedulingconsiderations in the event of delay in the erection
activities of the wet scrubber

This 25oercent bypass is intended to he used duringinitial ambient air testing of the forced draft FD fans andthe induced draft ID fans and during the chemical hoilout of
the boiler These fan tests and boiler hoilout may occur beforethe erection of the wet scrubber Is completed After the
initial fan testing and boiler boilout the 25rercent bypassdamper around the Unit flue gas wet scrubber will be closedThe IPP does not intend to bypass the 502 scrubbers aftercommercial startup of the plant

Since the SO2 scrubbers will not he bypassed the
following paragraphs summarize only the baghouse bypass toensure compliance with Section 4.7 of the U1\CP Essentjal1pthe IPP will he bypassing the baghouse only lonq enough tocorrect the cause of the problem If the problem cannot hesolved in short period of time the unit will he safely shutdown or load limited

The SO scrubbers will be in operation prior to
operation of th boiler units and will remove substantialamount of whenever the bagouse is bypassed The 502scruhhers also have two fourpass mist eliminators and flue gasreheaters to reduce opacity and PM emissions
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Excessive Temperature at the Baghouse Inlet

You indicated concern about bypassing the haqhou inthe event of excess temperature at the baghouse inletCOfltjg operation of unit with excessive flue gastemperature would cause the boiler to malfunction could caudeterioration of the bags in the baghouge and could causeextensive datracre to the induced draft fans the wet scrubberthe chimney liner and the interconnecting ductwork In case ofexcessive temperature at the baghous inlet the haghou5p willbe bypassed to protect the bags from deteriorating and theboiler will be shut down or load limited as quickly as Possibleas recruired by Section 4.7 of the UACR This will limit orminimize any damage to the boiler and to the equipmentdownstream of the four air heaters

Excessive Pressure Drop in the Paghouse

You recluested us to note the bypass procedures to beused in the event of an excessive pressure drop in the haqhou0This malfunction could Occur due to problems associated with thehaghouse cleaning cycle The baghouse will he bypassed to avoidfabric filter damage and the boiler will be shut down as cruicklyas possible if this problem cannot he Corrected as required bySection 4.7 of the tJCp

Excessive Pressure at the Inlet to the Paghou
You asked that we indicate the hachouse hynassprocedures to he used if there is excessive pressure at theinlet to the haghouse This condition will Occur only ifboiler explosion Occurs or if the boiler gas path is restrictedwith the FD fans in service These conditions are danaerousunavoidable breakdown situations in which the boiler must besafely shut down as cuickly as Possible The baghouse bypassdampers will he Opened in these breakdown situations to allowgas path from the boiler and to avoid permanent structuraldamage to the baghouse as recuired by Section 1I7 of the P2Cp

Electrjcaj System Failure

Finally you asked for the haghouse bypass Proceduresto be used in case of an electrical system failure If thesources of control power are lost for the whole generating unitthe boiler will shut down to prevent boiler ep1osjon Thissituation is Considered an unavoidable breakdown as provided forby Section I7 of the UCR If the sources of control power arelost only to the bachouse nrocrammable controllers thenbackun source of mower automatically hrouaht into serviceIf this svstep also fails the fabric filter IS designed to gointo bypass to allow safe shutdown

Scrubber Operation Under PoSitive Pressure

Item of our letter notes that our scrubber contractcalls for the scrubber to be desicrned for oPeration under
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positive nressure You have indicated that the DOH normallyconsiders negative pressure operation to he Best Available
Control Technolocrv I3ACT because that Tray reduce SO2 emissions
from leaks in the scrubber shell and ductwork You then askedif the IPP scrubber design could be changed to provide for
negative pressure operation and whether that would add anexcessive cost to the project

The SO2 scrubber originally proposed and approved inthe air ciualitv anroval order was designed for operation underpositive pressure The Present design has been somewhat refinedbut retains the nositive pressure feature

The proposed system will assure compliance within the
permit terms and for this reason alone would be consideredBACT under EPAs PSD regulations The IPP believes that its
positive pressure scrubber system is RCT and better
technology than negative pressure scrubber system for reasonsdiscussed below

negative pressure scrubber system reauires that theID fans be paced downstream of the scrubber Even when
reheated the treated flue gas from the 502 scrul-bers woulddenosit debris on ID fans downstream of the scrubbers whichwould cause corrosion and severe vibration This corrosion andsevere vibration would diminish the availability of the ID fanswhich would diminish the availability of the generating units

cost of approximately $400 million in replacement power wouldresult from each percent of unavailability of the units Forthis reason the SO2 scrubber system was designed to minimizethe amount of downstream ductwork and ecruiprent

design change in ID fan location to make changefrom positive to negative pressure in the SO scruhi-ers cannotpracticab17 be made due to the advanced stage of the contractualagreement between IPP and the manufacturer Any charges tothese contracts will result in excessive costs and delays to ippdue to renegotiation and redesign Each day of delay wouldresult in an additional cost of approximately $2 million

We wish to point out that we do not plan to oPerate the
SO2 scrubber system if there is significant leak This is
primarily for reasons of Personnel safety Since the scrubbersand ductwork will be of gastight construction and since the 502scrubber modules at IPP will be located within an enclosedbuilding an leaks which might develop will be cuickly detectedand corrected Also since the scrubber Consists of six
indenendent modules each with hmmansafet flue gas inlet andoutlet damper and since two of the six modules are spares online scrubber maintenance will be Performed when needed

Change From Lime to Limestone Scrubber

Item of your letter points out that the originalplant design called for use of lime 507 scrubber hut that the
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IPPs contract now calls for the installation of limestone SO2scrubber You stated that the design change might create
change in the materials handling systems fugitive dust
controls fugitive dust emission rates and amount of sludgecreated You then indicate that you reguire that modeling be
done for any emission changes and that you require that design
specifications he submitted for review

The IPP has completed fugitive emissions system
analysis due to design changes in the materials handling systemsand fugitive emission controls The design change from lime to
limestone handling change in the cxuantitv of sludge created
for disposal and design changes in coal handling have been
included in this analysis The fugitive emissions were modeled
with the stack emissions for air quality impacts and are given
as the PM impact in the emissions impact table included in the
response to auestion of your letter As you can see the PM
impact is well below the applicable standards

The control technology and control efficiencies for
these emissions are equal to or better than those approved asBACT by the DOB and EP during the IPP permit application review
and should therefore be considered BACT

Baghouse Filter

Item of your letter indicates that page 2A17 of the
haghouse contract states that the filter is not required to meetperformance specifications at maximum flow You asked us to
clarify this statement and explain how the baghouse filter would
operate at levels necessary to meet State and Federal law

The IPP will comply with State and Federal regulationsat all boiler performance flow rates The maximum flow that isdefined in the fabric filter specifications and referenced in
Section 2A.5.6 is flow rate that is in excess of any condition
that is anticipated and is used for structural limitation
purposes only

Section 2A.7 PEPFOPJANCF CUAPANTEE states that the
haghouse will meet the rerinit emission and opacity limits for
100 percent of the value listed in Article 2A.5.5 Design Flow
Conditions An 8.352 109 BTU/hour heat input to each boilewill not create flow greater than design flow conditions

Comnliance Testing

Item of your letter requests that in order to avoiddistutes over compliance testing the IPP should provide moredetailed information concerning the location of complianceemission monitors specifying whether the IPP calculationsof baghouse filter flow measurement will be consistent with FPAMethods 15 or 17 confirming that any particulates carried
through the scrubber mist eliminator into the stack and capturedin the sampling train are to be included in the compliance
demonstration for particulate mass emission rate and
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confirming that during performance tests soot blowing ofboiler and economizer and stack gas reheat tubes must herepresentative of normal operations

Detailed plans showing location of Compliance EmissionMonitors CEMs are currently being Prepared The plans will hesubmitted to you as they become available and at least 30 daysprior to commercial operation of the first boiler CEM will helocated in the stack at an elevation roater than eight fluediameters above the breaching In addition CEMs will helocated downstream of the SO2 scrubber

Compliance demonstration tests to he submitted to you
and the EPA will use EPA Methods 15 or 17 and use only themeasured value of flow rate These compliance tests will bemade at approved DOH and EPA duct arid stack locations Thesetests will he made at the same time as the performance guaranteetests

The Performance guaran tests are for contractualguarantees between the owner and the manufacturer onlyNevertheless the performance guarantee tests will use EPAMethods 15 or 17 the gas flow for those tests shall he takenas the arithmetic average of the experimentally measured flowand the calculated StOjchjometric flow will be adjusted forexcess combustion air The performance guarane test data willnot be used for compliance testing

Particulates captured in the sampling train will heincluded in the compliance demonstration tests for particulatemass emission rate as specified in the appropriate EPA testingprocedures

During the compliance demonstration tests soot blowingof boiler economizer and stack gas reheat tules will herepresentative of normal operation

PostConstruction Ambient Air Monitorjnc

Item of your letter reminds us that the IPp mustconduct postconstruction ambient air ronitorjng and reaujresthe IPP to submit detailed monitorjnc plan before anymonjtornc7 is done

The IPP will corp1r with the Doll and EP rccujrentfor nOstconstruction ambient air monjtorn The IPp willrovjde you and FP with detailed monitorjra plan for approvalas it becomes available and at least 30 da before commercialoperation of the first boiler

IPPDecjjo to Pujd Crilv Two tts atThj Time

Item of your letter notes that if the IPP deciIes to
build only two units at this time then the eistn approvalorder Covering the other two units would have to he reevaluatedif and when the IPP decjced to Proceed on those two units
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On March 31 1983 the IPP decided to build only two
units at the Lynndyl site Since the construction of only two
units will lead to emission decreases at the site no
modification of the current approval order is necessary to
accommodate the reduction in project size

If in the future the IPP decides to proceed with
tnits3and Li it will make appropriate application to the DOE
with the reouired supporting information

Responses to Questions Raised by Mr David Konta

In an October 13 1982 telephone conversation with ourMr Stephen Clark Mr David Kopta of your office asked if the
IPP will have water treatment facility which will result in an
increase in fugitive emissions due to disposal of water
treatment sludge Mr Konta indicated that any such increase in
fugitive emissions would have to he included in modeling
analysis of fugitive emissions

The IPP will have water treatment facility Lime
will he transported by truck aPproximately two to four
deliveries per month to lime storage silos no lime pilesThe lime will be pneumatically transported to the water
treatment facility When the facility operates the waste
licrnid that is generated will he piped to the SO2 scrubberSince there will not be any truck transport of wet material
and since truck transport of lime is minimal there will he
negligible fugitive emissions as result of the water treatment
facility Thus rio fugitive emissions modeling analysis should
be recruired as result of the operation of the water treatment
facility
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